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INTRODUCT ION

I
This thesis deals with  management e f fec t iveness .  The

major focus is upon participative management and its

relationship to organiza t iona l  productivi ty. A secondary

area is an examination of d i f ferences  in management styles

that can be attributed to time on the job, specifically

within the organization or position in the organizat ional

hierarchy .

The majority of material published in recent years

tends to support a participative style of management as

being most effective. Yet, most of our large public bureau-

cracies tend to rely on the more authoritarian style as the

primary method of management. This is particularly true of

the military , in which the traditional command structure i~

deeply entrenched .

This paper will attempt. to explore the hypothesis that

a more part icipative style of management can be more effec-

tive wi thin the United States Air  Force Security Police.

Squadrons, especially in view of the highly qualified and

educated ind.ividuals who are coming into the Air Force today. ,~

— 1—



CHAPTER I

MANAGEMENT S T Y L E

AND

EMPLOYEE EFFECTIVENESS

Management has risen from an almost unrecognized

position in 1900 to be the central activity of our society.

And, as we become increasingly more an organizational

society , the importance of effective management grows apace.

Etzioni put it aptly:

Our society is an organizational society . We
are born in oroanizations , educated by organi-
zations , erci rrost of us spend much of our lives
working for oruaiiizations . We spend much of
our leisure tine p~ying, playing and praying
in organizations. Most of us will die in an
organization , and when the time comes for
burial , the largest organization of all 1- the
State — must grant official permission .

“ Management is at one and the same time the determiner

of our national progress , the supervisor of our employed ,

the amasser of our resources , the guide for our effective

government , and the molder of our society .”
2

1’Arnitai Etzioni , Modern Organizations (Englewood Cliffs ,
N.J.: Prentice—Hall , Inc., 1964) p. 1.

2Paul M. Whisenand and R. Fred Ferguson , The Managing
of Police Orclanizations (Englewood Cliffs , ~.J.: Prentice—Hall , Inc., 1 9 7 3)  p. 6.

—2—
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Within the military and specifically the Air Force

Security Police , we are seeing many peop le wi th  v a r y i n g

orientations to life , that were identified in an intensive

study of life styles by Thomas Bier

The first of these stems from th2 industrial
revolution and the emsuiriq er~ of hiohly
structured bureaucracies and is termed the
formal orientation. The forn~~ i~:tic indivi-
dual needs to receive ~irect1cr from authori-
ties before he acts. He is deren’~,ent upon
direction from these authoriti. s. In a
strict sense , he does what he is told , while
in a broader sense , he works ‘~‘i thin bounda-
ries or guidelines or in directions estab-
lished by suoeriors, teachers , s~~pe ro rdina te
powers o~ authorities. A second ~ erspec tive ,
the social crientation , has evc~l~’ed over the
past thirty years concurrently “;ith an increased
emphasis upon industrial humar.isn arid a corisi—

_ _ c  ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - — ‘ -- -- 4- a —~~~~~ 1 Q L . ~~L)~~1 LI . L~~1~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

organizatior.s. Individual a ct : on  by the socially
oriented person is preceded h” discussion and
agreement ~-ith others , such as his superior ,
the boundari’s ~linits , goal r an~ st’!nciarc~s)
in which he will operate (control and direct
himself). A Third o r i e n t a t i o n  has only recently
emerged , perhaps during the last fiye to ten
years. It is a persr’nai orient ition in which
the individual looks within hinsei f and quest ions
himself as to his o~ n exPerience for direction .
Thus, the individual’ s behavior is based on
direction from wi thin.

An increasing proportion o~ people inour soci-~ty hold social and personal orien-tations , and conversely a ~ecrea~~inq pro-portion hold formal orientation.~

3Frank Friedlander , Technolou’:, ~‘outh and O~~ a n iz a t i o n a l
Structure : Some Chanoir.c Fatterrlr ~~~ •:~i nt to the ? ‘ilitary
W~chnical ~ o}~i~RiIi~~1;o. 7, June , ‘~~~~~f~is re~~~~E~~~~
presented to the Conference on T o:ic~”rshit , ,~ind_Orqan~ zation
in the Post 1970’ s, held at I.,~~~~~t Po~1n~~, . ‘‘ w York , June 25—27 ,
1969. The cor.Lerence was sponsored hy the Deputy Chief of
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Friedlander4states that the formally oriented indivi-

dual has his behavior determined by what is acceptable to

the organization. Group norms tend to determine the behavior

for the socially-oriented individual. Authority and hierar-

chical structure are minimized. The important point to be

made is that one must act on his own , free of authoritative

direction , but his actions come after discussion with authori-

ties, peers , or subordinates .

Behavior of the personally—oriented is determined by

the meaning of his current experience . He is oriented to

the present not the f u t u r e , and the present must provide

him with meaningful involvement. If the personally—oriented

does not experience meaning , he has no basis  for  commitment.

Friedlander ’s characterization of management systems is

one of several. For purposes of this paper , the authori-

tarian—participative continuum will be the one explored. At

the authoritarian end would be those systems that contain

many or most of the summarized principles as described by

Fayol:

Staff for Personnel , U.S. Army , and the Superintendent , U.S.
Military Acadr—y. This report was prepared as part of the
activities of the Department of Organization and Adminis-
tration , School of Manaqement, Case Western University
(partially under Contract No. DAHC 19—68—0—0007 with the
Department of Defense). Reproduction in whole or part is
permitted for any purpose of the United States Government ,
p. 34.

4xbid., p. 5.
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1. Division of Work — the specialization of
workers , includiriq management , to improve
efficiency and increase output.

2. Authority and responsibility — “the right
to give orders , and power to exact obedience ” .
Responsibility occurs as a direct result of
authority .

3. Discipline — in essence “obedience , appli-
cation , energy , behavior given to the organi-
zation , and it depends on the worthiness of
the leaders.

4. Unity of Command - the principle that no
one should have more than one boss.

5. Unity of Direction — specifies that in
addition to having only one boss , there
should be only one plan for accomplishing
goals.

6. Subordination of individual interests to
the general interest - the organization ’s
concerns should be placed ahead of indivl9!~a 1
concerns.

7. Compensation of Personnel — Fayel speci-
fies fair pay arrangements , satisfactory to
all , whereby competence is rewarded but not
overrewarded.

8. Centralization — consolidation of the
management function should be done according
to the circumstances surrounding the organi-
zation.

9. Scalar Chain - the chain of command can
have several tracks to the top position , i.e.
operations maintenance , etc. Persons at
parallel levels down the track may be authori-
zed to solve problems with the superior ’s
knowledge.

10. Order - the principle that everyone has
a position and should operate from only that
position ; similarly, all materials should have,
and be in , a certain place.

11. Equity — loyalty should be encouraged by
kindliness and justice , but does not exclude
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sterness and forcefulness when needed.

12. Stability of tenure of personnel — the high
turnover of ~ersonnel both causes and is the
result of inefficiency ; better organizations
have stable managerial personnel.

13. Initiative — the necessity for 0thinking
Out a plan and ensuring its success” . Fayol
sees this as a strength for businesses , par-
ticularly during hard times.

14. Esprit de corps — morale and team feeling
are enhanced by keeping t eam s toqe the r  ~ nd
having good face—to-face ccmmunication .

An overall statement could be made that in this

approach , workers are seen as extensions of the machine or

the task to be performed . Frederick W. Taylor6 epitomized

this conception with his scientific management construct.

Taylor applied 5CieilLifjt techniques in hi~ s earth for the

“one best way ” . His theories were eventually translated

into a system of efficiency experts and into time and motion

studies. Motivation in this management system is essentially

negative , i.e. punishments and discipline . When positive

motivation is used , it is generally limited to extrinsic

rewards , i.e., raises in pay and vertical movement.

At the opposite end of the continuum would be found

the participative sty le of management. Characterized by

5Henri Fayol , General and Industrial Manaoement, trans.
C. Storrs (London : Sir Isaac pitmaW~~nd Sons , 1949), quoted
in Edgar F. Ffuse and James L. Bowditch , Beh~ivior_ in Oroani—
zations : A Systems Approach to ~‘anaq.ing T~~ad ing, Mass.:
~~~Teon—Wesley Publishing Co. 1973) p. 11.

p. 13.
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Likert in his “System Four ”7, participatory management

embodies several principles. Manaqers have complete con-

fidence in their subordinates; conversely subordinates feel

free to discuss things about their job with their superiors .

Additionally, ideas and opinions are solicited actively from

the subordinates to be incorporated into the management

system.

Motivation in this system includes a variety of fac-

tors. Pay and other economic rewards are based on a system

developed through involvement and participation in setting

goals arid measuring an individual’s progress toward attain-

lug those goals. As a result, personnel at all levels of

the organization ~eveiop a feeling of responsibility ~~~ the

organization ’s goals. Communication is characterized by

openness and freedom ; information flows up, down and laterally

with equal ease. A major point is that much of the flow is

directed at achieving the organization ’s objectives . Upward

and downward communication is accurate and accepted by all

levels. Another major point is that the supervisors know

and understand the problems of their subordinates. There is

no attempt to exclude any facet of the worker ’s personality.

An extensive amount of cooperative teamwork is present .

Decision making authority is widely dispersed throughout the

organization with subordinates fully involved in decisions

related to their work . The organi zation ’s goals are usually

7Rensis Lik’r~~, TL -~ Human Ornariization : Its Managementand Value , (New York : hc ;x ~1~ —~ iJj hook Co., 1967) pp. 4—10.
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established by group process except in a crisis , and are

accepted totally by all levels. The system is characteri-

zed by a lack of covert resistance , or overt for that matter ,

to the objectives of the organization , and the informa l and

formal organizations are one and the same. The job tends

to be fitted to the individua l rather than vice versa. The

importance of extrinsic rewards is recognized. They are not,

however , used to the exclusion of intrinsic rewards , such as

job satisfaction . There is, in fact , a concerted effort by

the organization to make job satisfaction the prime reward.

This is in line with Herzberg ’s “Motivator—Hygiene Theory ”8

in that a great many employee dissatisfiers can be removed

by giving more pay , improving working conditions , etc., but

this does not provide individual motivation . The employee

is just less dissatisfied with the organization. Formal

disciplinary action is used only after peer pressure and

informal organizational actions have failed . Even at this

point, the disciplinary action tends to be much more :iumanis-

tic and individualized than it is within the authoritarian

system.

While it is recognized that neither of the two models

discussed may ever be seen in toto in an actual organization ,

8Paul Hersey and }~enrieth H. !3lanchard, Manaaement o c

organizational T chavior, (Ing lewood Cliffs , N.J.: Prentice—
Hall , Inc., 1972) pp. 54—65.

9’rhe bulk of the preceding is abstracted from Warren
C. Dennis , and Phili p F. Slater , T T ~moor~irv~~ o ri rtv (New
York : Harper and Row , Publishers , lt~~~) p. 4 arid H~r~s1sLik ert , New ~ i ttern~ of_ r . n ~iqo ni~nt (New York : Mct~r .iw—Hil1Book C o . ,  19o1) p. 24J.
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the descriptions are given to peg the extremes of the

continuum .

In the past thirty years, participative management

has arisen to challenge the traditional authoritarian model.

As Miles~~ tates , managers have been instructed to consider

the worker as a whole person rather than as merely a bundle

of skills and aptitutdes. They are urged to create a “sense

of satisfaction ” among their subordinates by showing interest

in the employees ’ personal success and welfare. As Bendix

notes , the “failure to treat workers as human beir .cs came to

be regarded as the cause of low morale , r~ccr craftsn ’ir.shi~~,

unresponsiveness , and confusion. ” 11

In the early studies of the Survey Poseatch Ccriter at

the University of Michigan ,12 there was an atter’pt to lock

at management from the aspect of locating clusters of c~ arac—

teristics that seemed to be correlated. The studies identi-

fied two concepts which parallel the authoritarian-partici pa-

tive continuum . These were the job-centered and employee—

centered Orientations.

These clusters of traits seem to indicate that the

authoritarian managerial style is very much job—centered --
the individual manager is concerned with production and job

accomplishment and all else is secondary. The employee—

10Raymond E. Miles , “Human Relations or Human Resources” ,
Harvard Business Review (July—Aug 1965) p. 152.

11Ibid.

12 ftersey and F3lari chard , Mana g ement ,  p. 72 .
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centered orientation , on the other hand , closely follows

the participative style. There is still a concern for job

accomplishment; however , the attainment of this goal is

through cooperative effort on the part of all. An invol-

vement exists between the employees and the managers in a

common task.

Much of the management literature is pervaded with the

writings of the various behaviorists. McGregor ’s classic
13 . , 14 . 15Theory X —— Theory Y; Likert s Four Systems ; Bennis ,

Blake~
6 and their disciples. After an analysis of the authori-

tarian system , they all call for a movement toward a more

participative style to make use of the available potential

of the workers .

The problem of central concern in this thesis is that

the majority of Air  Force Security Police managers  tend to

the author i tar ian  model; the t radi t ional  h ie rarch ica l  leader-

ship style that has developed over time within the military .

Th Is mi l i t a ry  model has come to be accepted by management

theorists as the prototype of the to ta l ly  au tho r i t a r i an  mana-

gerial b e l i e f s .  McGregor 17 
characterizes a “Theory X” manager

13Ibid . ,  p. 46 .
14Likert , Human Orqanization, pp. 4—11.
15Hersey and Blanchard , Ma nacic’rient, p. 77.
16Robe rt  R. Blake , and Ja ne Sryglo~ Mouton , Corporate

Excellence Thrc ~i~~ c,rid Oroari~~ation r,rvr]o:jment (H ouston ,
Texas : G u l L  Pubi EILig Company , i~ b8).

17Hersc±y & Fllanchard, Manacerent, pp .46—48.
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as holding negative views of workers. They are seen as

disliking work , having little ambition and wanting to be

directed. it is assumed that  they have very little capacity

for solving organizational problems , and must be closely con-

trolled and even coerced to achieve whatever objectives the

manager proposes.

Based on ten years of experience in a variety of

Security Police Organizations and innumerable hours of dis-

cussion s, the author feels that this describes accurately

the majority of the mid—level Air Force Security Police super-

visors and a sizeable proportion of higher level supervisors.

This has always been a problem in the Security Police , but

it has become of even greater concern with the advent of the

“All Volunteer Force” . There is a tremendous turnover in the

lower—ranking personnel each year .  Whi le  thi s is not due

entirely to the style  of management practiced in the various

units , management style is a large part of the problem . The

younger Airman , coming into the Air Force and the Security

Police , is better  educated and much more sophist icated than

prior en l i s tees .  He is , as P h i l i p Slater  put it , “ a product

of the coun te r-cu l tu re ; ” 18 having been broug ht up in a time

when values were quest ioned and the “ whys ” of a s i tua t ion  were

demanded . If the Air Force is to re ta in  a larger percentage

of these hig hl y-q ua l i f i ed  young men , there is going to have to

be a movement toward involvement at all levels. Certainly,

18Phili p Slater , Lhe Pursuit of l one l ine ss (Boston :
Beacon Press, 1976) p. 105—129.
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there wi l l  have to be basic “givens” such as instant

obedience in crisis  su ta t ions .  Yet , pa r t ic ipa t ion  seems

to be the most log ica l di rection that  wil l  have to be pursued.

The specific benefits that would result are numerous . Com-

munication would improve tremendously; there would be a free

flow of ideas up, down and laterally between all segments of

the hierarchy. This would tap a previously unused reservoir

of potential talent — the lower level employee. Since goals

would be arrived at mutually ,  they would have a commitment

unattainable in an authoritarian system . Increased trust would

exist between managers and employees , resulting in a greater

unit of purpose. Very little covert resistance to goals would

exist and since the informal organization would overlap , the

formal one, harrnony would pervade the organization .

Douglas McGregor , one of the giants of management

training , calls unequivocally for a shift to the participa-

tive style - his “Theory Y” 19. McGregor has proposed that

in order to deal with the individual in an organization today ,

vastly different ideas must be entertained. His construct of

management theory is basically that:

1. Management is responsible for organizing the
elements of productive enterprise — money ,
materials , equipment , people - in the interest
of economic ends.

19Douglas McGregor , The Human Side of Enterprise
(School of Industrial Management , iss~ichu~etts institute
of Technology), pp. 1-2. This is extracted from a paper
based on ar. address by Pr. McGregor before the F i f t h  Anni-
versary Convocation of the M.I.T. School of Industrial
Management.
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2. People are not by nature passive or resistant
to organizational needs. They have become so as
a result of experience in organizations.

3. The motivation , the potential for developmen t,
the capacity for assuming responsitiuity, the readi-
ness to direct behavior toward organizational goals
are all present in people. Management does not nut
them there . It is a responsibility of management
to make it possible for people to recognize and
develop these human characteristics for themselves.

4. The essential task for management is to arrange
organizational conditions and methods of operation
so that people can achieve their own goals best by
directing their own efforts toward organizational
objectives.

Much of McGregor ’s theory is based on Maslow ’s concept

of self-actualization , i.e., work can be enjoyable and people

will work hard and assume responsibility if they have the

opportunity to satisfy their personal needs while at the

same time achieving organizational goals. Thus, there is no

sharp division between elites (leaders) and the masses (follow-

ers).

On the contrary , the autocratic leader under-
utilizes his people. They have a great deal
more ability and potential for imagination and
creativity than he gives them credit for. Given
the proper conditions , individuals really do
want to do a good job and will work hard to do
so; their performance will he ~~sed on interna l
rather than external controls.

Considerable research has been conducted to examine

these concepts and their validity. Three experiments are most

pertinent to this thesis.

20Huse & fl owci itch , Behavior , p. 1~~0.
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. . ‘1The first , by Morse and Reimer , concerned the rela-

tionship between level of decision making in an organization

and the effectiveness of work performance . The sample

included four parallel division s (about 500 employees) of a

large business firm , all performing similar work under similar

conditions. The experimental changes involved policy clarifi-

cation and change , training of individua l supervisors and

employees and alteration of certain organizational structures

and processes. These actions were intended to produce con-

trasting effects on the independent variable, and measurements

were obtained to confirm the success of the change program .

Dependent variables inc luded internal organizational pro-

cesses as well as outputs such as cost of production and mem-

ber satisfaction . The results were that increasing the amount

of involvement in decision making by rank and file employees

led to reduced cost of work performance , increased employee

satisfaction , and increased sense of responsibility for work

performance . Increasing the amount of involvement in decision

making by higher level staff and supervisors also reduced

cost of work performance , but otherwise led to reduced employee

satisfaction , a lowering of individual responsibility for pro-

duction , and other similar changes.

Morse , and E. Reimer , “The Experimental Chanqe of
a Major Organizational Variable ,” Jeurnal of Abnorma l and Social
Psycho1o~~ , 52 (January , 1956) 120—129 , ~~ quoted in ~4tan1eyE. Seashore , “Field Experiments with Forma l Organizations ” ,
in Studies_on Behavior in Organizations: A Research Symposium, -

ed.Thaymond ’VThower~~1Athcns , ~~org~ThT University of Georg iaPress, 1966) p. 90.
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In the second example , by Likert and Hayes ,22 feed-

back of employee attitude survey data was used as a means

for inducing beneficial changes in the attitudes and morale

of employees. The sample included six departments (about

1000 employees) of the accounting division of a large

utility firm . The experimental chance program was a com-

bination of natural and purposeful procedures. The managers

and supervisors received coaching and counseling in feedback

procedures , and encouragement toward extensive and intensive

use of the process. The independent variable was the amount

of feedback activity over a one year span of time and the

dependent variables represented numerous aspects of employee

satisfaction and morale treated separately and also summed

to obtain an overall index of attitudes favorable to the

achievement of the organization ’s goals. The results indica-

ted that the amount of the improvements in employee attitudes

and morale were roughly proportional to the amoun t of effort

allocated to the feedback process.

Likert23 studied the induction of change in four

variables central to his management theory and the consequen-

ces with respect to “output” criteria of work efficiency , waste ,

absence , and employee satisfaction. The sample included

22Rensis Likert and S.P. Hayes, Jr. (eds) Some Ar pli —
cations of Behavioral Pesearrh (Paris: U?~FSCO , 1957) as
quoted in Se3shor~~ ii~ 1cflT~~eriments ” , p. 91.

23Likert , New Patterns, as quoted in Seashore , “Field
Experiments ” , p. 92.
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five production departments (about 500 employees) of a

packaging materials firm . The change program was intended

to induce in the experimental units: (a) more employee

involvement in decision making , (b) more use of work groups

as a medium for organizational activity, (c) more supportive—

ness in supervisor - employee relationships , and (d) more

mutual interaction and influence within work groups . The

results indicated that changes in the four independent var-

iables were associated with increased employee satisfaction ,

reduction in waste, increase in productive efficiency and

dampening of a trend toward increased absenteeism .

This review has been limited to those areas that

directly relate management style to employee effectiveness.

U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  the published in fo rma t ion  in this area deals

exclusively with private industry , with a production orien-

tation. This thesis is an attempt to examine the validity

of modern management concepts within the context of a fovern-

ment organization and within a service mode —— the Air Force

Security Police.
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CHAPTER II

THE RE SEI ’PCH DESI GN & METHODOLO GY

The author ’s experience dictated several assumptions.

One , t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  sty les of management  exist  w i t h i n  the

Air Force Security Police . These extend on a continuum

from Totally Authoritarian to Totally Participative , and

all shades in between . The second was that Participative —

Authoritarian styles represent productive vs. counterpro-

ductive approaches , respectively.

Based upon these assumptions , the research hypothesis

tested in this. study was:

Participative management styles as compared to
Authoritarian styles increase employee effec-
tiveness within U.S. Air Force Security Police
Squadrons.

Participative management as defined by Likert1 is

one in which several factors exist. Supervisors have com-

plete confidence and trust in subordinates. Motivation is

intrinsic in that personnel set goals , improve methods , etc.

and feel real responsibility for organization ’s goals.

Communication is total —- up, down , and laterally —- and it

is accura te, generally accepted and open to questions if

needed. Decision making authority is dispersed throughout

the organization. Widespread responsibility exists for

‘Rensis Likert , The Human Oroanization : Its Mananement
and Value , (new York : ~i~Graw—Hu1l l ook Co., 1967) pp. 4—10.

—17—



(7

—18—

review and control and is used for self-guidance and problem

solving, not punitive measures. Finally, the formal and

informal organization are one and the same.

Authoritative management also defined by Likert2, is

the situation in which: Little trust or openness between

managers and workers exists. Motivation is essentially nega-

tive — fear , threats , punishment and occasional rewards are

predominant. Decision—making and goal-setting are top

management functions. Communication is a downward directed

function and is viewed with suspicion by subordinates . Very

little cooperative teamwork exists. Control is totally con-

centrated in the hand of top managerr.ent. Control data is

used as a punitive device to control p roduc t ion .  An in for -

mal organization exists and opposes the goals of the formal

organization.

Thus, the independent variable in this design was

Management Style , with two attributes , “Tending toward

Authoritarian ” and “Tending toward Participative” ; as

measured by mean scores on a questionnaire . (See Appendix 1).

Each item dealt with the predominant style of the individual

respondent. For example ,

How much confidence do you No Totalhave in your subordinates Confidence -Confidence

How much covert resistance
to goals is present among Little Strong
the troops? or None Resistance
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The deoendent variable was “Employee Effectiveness. ”

This was d ef i n e d  and measured by object ive  data collected

from personnel records. Several of these indicators of

effectiveness were : “Letters of Reprinand” ,”Letters of

Counseling ” , and “Letters of Appreciation ” contained in an

individual ‘ s record.

The basic design of the study was a Post Hoc Ex~ eri—

ental one ; the questionnaire identification of two “types ”

of managers  and supervisors, and a measurement  of the impact

of their styles upon those whom they supervised, made by

means of existing records.

METHODOLOGY

Time and money limitations restricted the research

to the Security Police units at the five Air Force bases

within  reach of Sacramento . Prior to contact being made

with these units , the questionnaire was developed. Ini-

tially, the Likert “Profile of Organizational Characteris-

tics” 3 was examined as a possible useful survey that could

be used to measure mana ierial styles on an authoritarian—

participative continuum . Likert , however , divided the res-

pondents into four categories —— Fxploitative Authoritative ,

Benevolent Authoritative , Consultative , and Participative — —

with the break between Authoritative and Participative some-

where in the Consultative group. Due an uncertain sample

3lbid., pp. 196—211.
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size , and for analytic purposes , it was felt that four

categories were too many . Instead , items utilizing a

bipolar , equal interval scale were constructed. For example ,

“How much confidence do you have in your subordinates?”

“No confidence ” “Total Confidence ” . Eighteen

questions either were developed originally or modified from

Likert’s survey . One question was subdivided into five parts.

Thus , 22 responses were possible from each respondent. The

survey itself was divided into two parts . First , the res-

pondent was asked to rate the unit and himself in terms of

“existing ” situation . Second , the respondent was asked to

rate the unit and himself as he “desired” the situation to

be.

The survey was pretested by admin i s t e r i ng  it to six-

teen subjects. They consisted of five U.S. Air Force Security

Police officers and eleven other Air Force officers in a

variety of specialties. All of the pretest subjects were

interviewed in depth , and suggestions were solicited to

improve the survey instrument. The responses indicated

several changes were necessary . For example , initially, to

avoid any sort of a mental set , the order of the continua of

responses was reversed , such as in Question 4, “never ” would

preceed “always” in (a), but would be reversed in (b) to

“always” , “never” . This proved to be a problem in that many

rating instruments that the Air Force utilizes for a variety

of functions all proceed from left to rig ht with the extreme
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ri ght scores possessing the maximum of the attribute measured.

Therefore, the order of presentation of several questions

was reversed .  Also , several minor  changes were made in the

graphic presentation of the questions in order to make them

more readable and easier to understand.

At th is  point , personal  contact  was made wi th  the

Chiefs of the Security Police units that were to provide

the e x p e r i m ent a l  s u b j e c t s .  Al l  f i v e  C h i e f s  ind ica ted  t h e i r

complete cooperation and support for the project.

The next  step was to d e f i n e  o p e r a t i o n a l l y  “ employee

effectiveness ” for purpose of the survey. This proved to

be a most difficult s tep.  For convenience, r~a ther  AFB ’ s

Security Police Squadron was used for the preliminary research

to define vari’~us indicators of effectiveness. All  th e

various records maintained on the personnel in the squadron

were reviewed , with the exception of the Master Personr.el

Record Group. From this review , a series of nineteen indi-

cators of “effectiveness ” were developed. Based on these ,

there was a dearth of “positive ” indicators. Eighteen of

the indicators were “negative ” . A worksheet was developed

listing all of them . This was examined by several other

Security Police officers to determine if any had been

overlooked. An additional cateqory was added by this

process. (See Appendix 2 for the final document.)

These nineteen indicators bear some explanation .

“Counseling Forms ” covered a multitude of sins —— from lack

of a haircut , to AWOL (Absent Without Leave). “Letters of
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Reprimand” , the next category, is part of the disciplinary

escalation process. While the “Letter of Counseling ” or Coun-

seling Forms were normally written by a person ’s supervisor ,

“Letters of Reprimand” originated with the Commander and

were made a part of the permanent record. “Incident Reports”

again covered a variety of offenses. “Incidents ” were

serious enough t h a t  they became a police problem and patrols

were d ispatched to deal wi th  them. Examples were off-duty

fights , or an on—duty  o f f e n s e , such as an unauthorized dis-

charge of a weapon. “Missed Appointments ” is a self-explana-

tory category . Due to the large number of.. personnel missing

various types of appointments and receiving subsequent infor—

mal counseling, the category was added. “Article 15’s” are

Non Judicial punishments administered under Article 15 of

the Uniform Code of Military Justice . Under this article

an Airman may be fined , reduced in r an k , g iven extra duty ,

or similar sentence . “Control Roster Action ” , the next cate-

gory , is considered to be a negative indicator also. This

normally involves a 90-day period of close observation , due

to some deficiency in performance , after which a man is given

a special performance report. “Disqualification from Security

Police Duties” is self-explanatory. The “Accident” category

included on duty  inc iden ts  wi th  goverment vehicles  as well

as those off duty, in privately-owned vehicles. “Letters of

Appreciation ” are self-explanatory . The following six cate—

gories are merely different levels of a personnel award pro—

gram : Airman of the Month , of the Quarter , and of the Year;

NCO of the Month , of the Quarter ,and of the Year.”
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“Reenlistments ” are self-explanatory . “Volume Test”

referred to the test scores obtained by individuals in

various levels of upgrade training . The final category

included “Airman Performance Reports ” , (APRs) by means of

which each person ’s on the job performance is rated numeri-

cally. The categories of Airman of the Month through APRs

were eliminated due to a non existar.t or very low “N” .

Concurrent with the development of the worksheet ,

approval from Headquarters USAF was solicited for permis-

sion to use the survey instrument. Once approval was granted ,

the next step in the process took place . All five bases

in Northern California were visited and the data recorded.

The f i v e  bases were Peale APR near Marysville; Castle APR

near Merced; Travis AFB near Fairfield and Mather and

McClellan AFBs in Sacramento.

Three sets of records on each base were reviewed .

First were the records maintained by the Flight Chiefs (a

flight is equivalent to a watch in a civilian police agency).

These normally contained the majority of the data available.

Next, were the overall Squadron Records maintained in the

orderly rooms. These normally were in two sets. One con-

sisted of the Unfavorable Information File which contained

Letters of Reprimand , Article 15’s, Control Roster Actions ,

and finally, Courts Martial records. The second Set were

the overall personnel actions recorded on an individual.

These contained the remainder of the data recorded in neither

of the other files
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All the available data was recorded by flight and by

administrative branch on non—f light personnel. After pre—

liminary examination of the branch ’s records , it was deter-

mined that the number of non-flight individuals was too

small to give any kind of meaningful results; anywhere from

1 man to a 5 man office . Therefore , the non—flight branches

were excluded from the survey sample. In all , 714 records

were reviewed on flight personnel.

Once all the data on the personnel was recorded , the

survey was administered to all personnel down to the Fli ght

Chief level who supervised the people on whom “effectiveness ”

data had been collected. It was felt that to go any lower

would not be worthwhile since the dominant management style

of the Flight Chief would prevail at lower levels of super-

vision. At this point in the survey, a revision in the

original desi gn had to be made. It had been originally

planned that the survey would be administered to Chiefs of

Security Police, Operations Officers , and Officers in

Charge (OICs) and Non—Commissioned Officers in Charge (NCOICs)

of the various branches , i.e., Law Enforcement , Weapon

Systems Security , Military Working Dog Section , etc. However ,

a realignment of the chain of command in the squadrons had

occurred . All OIC and NCOIC’s positions had been eliminated

in the larger units. Additional officers were assigned , so

that there was an officer as a shift supervisor on each flight ,

24 hours a day. This eliminated a number of NCOs on each

base from the management chain , placing them in a staff
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advisory function , reporting to and working through the

Operations Officer. The scope of the survey was thus redu-

ced from an anticipated minimum of 90 available supervisors

to approximately 60 positions that would qualify as managers

or supervisors of any sizable sub-unit. The actual maxi-

mum was 56 and of that number , 52 supervisors took the

survey.

The surveys then were scored and the numeric values

of one through eight were assigned to the responses.

Questions 1, 2, 3, 4d, 4e, 5—14 were scored left to right.

Questions 4a, 4b , 4c and 15—18 were scored right to left.

(See Appendix 3.) Two scores then were obtained for each

of the 52 respondents. One, a mean (~~) of the 22 “is now”

responses. Second , a mean of the “should be” ratings.

The data from the surveys were rank ordered on both

“existing ” and “desired situations” and the mean for each

set of means was calculated. The mean for the “existing

situation ” was then used as the dividing point between the

two attributes , “Tending towards Authoritarian ” and “Tending

toward5 Participative .” Indicators of effectiveness were

tabul~ited for those flights which fell into each of the attri-

butes

The statistical analyses conducted , and the obtained

results are reported in the following chapter.
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CHAP TE R I I I

RESULTS

The basic results of this study are somewhat

ambiguous. It had been anticipated that the Mean

Questionnaire scores would range f rom very low , indi-

cating an authoritarian management style, to very high ,

descriptive of a participative style. However, as evi-

denced by Table 1, the means for “existing” data ranged

from 4.41 to 7.16; from slightly below the midpoint to

very high. Thus, they were heavily weighted to the par—

ticipati ye end. This could have been due to several fac-

tors. Recently the Air Force , has provided some super-

visors with human relations training , including some of

those surveyed. This could have resulted in a weighting

of the scores toward the participative end of the continuum .

Secondly, several survey items , though unbiased , were

t r anspa ren t .  That is, an intelligent respondent (especially

one who had been exposed to current management training) could

identify the “participative” responses as being “better ” than

authoritarian ones. This could have allowed some respondents

to “fake good” on the survey despite authoritarian managerial

behavior with subordinates. To the extent that this occured ,

the questionnaire ’s validity is questionable.

—26—



TABLE 1

RANK ORDERING OF “EXISTING” AND “DESIRED” I N D IV I DU A L MFANS

(Each Mean summarizes the 22 Ouestionriaire responses of a
given individual.)

EXISTING DESIRED

4 . 4 1  5.36 4.68 7.00

4.41 5.36 5.40 7.00

4.45 5.36 5.90 7.09

4.59 5.41 6.05 7.09

4.63 5.45 6.09 7.09

4.64 5.50 6.32 7.14

4.64 5.55 6.34 7.14

4.68 5.55 6.41 7.14

4.77 5.55 6.41 7.16

4.77 5.59 6.50 7.18

4.77 5.64 6.59 7.18

4.77 5.64 6.61 7.18

4.82 5.68 6.68 7.23

4.86 5.73 6.68 7.30

4.91 5.90 6.69 7.32

4.95 5.91 6.70 7.36

4.98 5.95 6.73 7.36

5.00 6.05 6.75 7.36

5.05 6.09 6.77 7.41

5.18 6.18 6.77 7.41

5.18 6.41 6.77 7.41

5.27 6.73 6.82 7.59

5 . 2 7  6 . 7 5  6 . 8 2  7 . 6 4

5 . 3 2  7 .16 6 . 8 2  7 . 8 4

5.32 E=278.14 6.91 ‘L=356.63

5 . 3 2  N=52 6 . 91  N=52

5 . 3 2  ~ = 5 . 3 5  6 . 9 5  ~ = 6 . 8 5

5. 36 o-= . 61 6 . 9 5  o-= .55

— 2 7 —
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Since no natural dichotomy could be ascertained , the

ranked means were divided at their mean of 5.35 which

approximated the median of 5.32. The independent variable

data thus were divided arbitrarily into “low” and “high”

categories , and these were termed “Tend ing  toward Authori-

tarian ” and “Tending toward Participative ”. (See Table 2.)

Utilizing these two categories , the dependent variable

data were divided into the two respective groups for  the

) statistical test of the primary hypothesis.

The original 19 indicators of effectiveness were

initially collapsed to six due to the low “N” in the

remaining categories. Of the six categories remaining,

only “Letters of Appreciation ” was a positive indicator.

The remaining five were necative in nature.

Utilizing the six categories , a 2x6 Chi Square table

was constructed with df=5 (see Table 3). Though all of the

Differences were in the hypothesized direction , they were

each too msall to result in a significant Chi Square value.

A 2x2 Chi Square table was then constructed combining all

five negative indicators into a sing le cateciory. The cal-

culated value of Chi Square was once again not significant

due to the very small difference in proportions on the posi-

tive indicators. (See Table 4.) At this point , the positive

data category was eliminated and a 2x1 Chi Square table

was constructed to test the “goodness of fit” of the nega-

tive data. The positive category was eliminated due to
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TABLE 2

RANK ORDERI NG OF DATA BY INDEPEND ENT VAEIAB LE CATF CORY

Tending Toward A u t ho r i t a r L in

Existing Desired 2Score Score D D

4.41 6.41 —2.00 4.00
4.41 6.82 —2.41 5.81
4.45 6.73 —2.28 5.20
4.59 6.95 —2.36 5.57
4.63 7.41 —2.78 7.73
4.64 7.41 —2.77 7.67
4.64 4.68 —0.04 0.0016
4.68 7.09 —2.41 5.81
4.77 6.05 —1.28 1.64
4.77 5.40 —0.63 0.397
~.77 6.32 —1.55 2.40
4.77 7.14 —2.37 5.62
4.82 5.90 —1.08 1.17
4.86 6.09 —1.23 1.51
4.91 7.00 —2.09 4.37
4.95 6.41 —1.46 2.13
4.98 6.75 —1.77 3.13
5.00 6.82 —1.82 3.31
5.05 6.77 —1.72 2.96
5.18 7.09 —1.91 3.65
5.18 6.77 —1.59 2.53
5.27 6.68 —1.41 1.99
5.27 6.68 —1.41 1.99
5.32 6.59 —1.27 1.61
5 . 3 2  7 . 5 9  — 2 . 2 7  5 . 1 5
5 . 3 2  6 . 5 8  — 1 . 2 6  1 .59
5 . 3 2  6 . 3 4  — 1 . 0 2  1 .04

Z =89.97

— 2 9—
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TABLE 2
cont.

RANK ORDEPING OF DATA BY INDEP ENDEN T VARIABLE CATEGORY

Tending Toward ParticiDative

Existing Desired 2Score - Score D D

5 . 3 6  7.16 — 1 . 8 0  3 . 2 4
5.36 6.~~5 —1.59 2.53
5 . 3 6  7 .41  — 2 . 0 5  4 . 2 0
5 . 3 6  6 . 5 0  — 1 . 1 4  1 .30
5 . 4 1  7 .18 — 1 . 7 7  3 . 1 3
5.45 7.00 —1.55 2.40
5.50 7.36 —1.86 3.45
5 . 5 5  7 . 2 3  — 1 . 6 8  2 . 8 2
5 . 5 5  6 .91  — 1 . 3 6  1 . 8 5
5 . 5 5  6 .61  — 1 . 0 6  1.12
5 . 5 9  6 . 8 2  — 1 . 2 3  1 .51
5 . 6 4  7 .09  — 1 . 4 5  2 . 1 0
5 . 6 4  7 .18  — 1 . 5 4  2 . 3 7
5.68 7.14 —1.46 2.13
5 . 7 3  6 . 9 1  — 1 . 1 8  1 .39
5 . 9 0  7 . 3 0  — 1 . 4 0  1 . 9 6
5 .91  7 . 3 6  — 1 . 4 5  2 . 1 0
5. 95 7 .18  — 1 . 2 3  1 .51
6 . 0 5  7 .14 — 1 . 0 9  1.19
6 . 0 9  6 . 7 7  — 0 . 6 8  0 . 4 6
6 .18  7 . 3 2  — 1 . 1 4  1 .30
6 .41  7 . 3 6  — 0 . 9 5  0 . 9 0
6 . 7 3  7 . 6 4  — 0 . 9 1  0 . 8 3
6.75 6.70 —0.05 0.0025
7.16 7.84 —0.68 0.46

~ :
‘: 

86 ~~=l78 06 

E~.:: 
{=46 25

t Test For Paired ~‘e~ ns

Tending Toward Authoritarian Tending Toward Participative
t = 13.79 t = 2.798

d f = 26 d f =  24
Significant at .001 level Significant at .01 level

t Test Between D Scores
t = 2.75

df = 50
Significant at .05 level

— 3 0 —



TABLE 3

2x6 CHI SQUARE TABLE

Tending Tend ing
Toward Toward

Authoritarian Participative

Letters 265 210 475
of

Counseling (261) (214)

Letters 90 63 153
of

Reprimand (84) (69)

Article  34 31 65
l5s (36) (29)

Control 12 1 20
Roster (11) (9)

Disqualified 13 10 23
from S.P.
Duties (13) (10)

Letters 50 44 94
of
Appreciat ion (52)  ( 4 2 )  

—

464 366 830

1.71

df=5
Not Significant

—31 -
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TABLE 4

2x2 CHI SQUARE TABLE

Tending Toward Tending Toward
Authoritarian 

. 
Participative

Negative 414 3 2 2  736
Indicators
of ( 3 3 2 )
Effectiveness (404)

Positive 50 44 94
Indicators
of
Effectiveness (52) (42)

464 366 830

.720
df= l

Not Si g n i f i c a n t

TABLE 5

2x1 CIII SQUARE TABLE

Tending Toward Tending Toward
Authoritarian Participative

Negative 414 322 736
Indicators
of
Effectiveness (404.8) (331.2)

~ =.548
df=l*

Not Significant

*The df for a 2xl table is always equal to 1.
N. M. Downie and r~.w. Heath , Basic Statistica l ~cthods
(Third Edition) (New York : Harper & Row , EubliThwrs, 1970)
p. 200.

— 32—
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$ the possibility that the one indicator “Letters of Appre-

ciation ” was questionable.

The 27 managers who fell in the Tending toward

Authoritarian category supervised 55% of the 714 total

personnel in the sample; 55% of the negative indicators of

effectiveness equaled 4 0 4 . 8  as the expected frequency for

this category . Tending to Participative contained 45% of

the total perErrinel supervised; 45% of the negative indi-

cators equaled 331.2 as the expected frequency . Chi square

was then calculated and was not significant . (See Table 5)

Chi square equals .548; df= 1.

The rank ordered “existing ” data was then paired with

the corresponding “desired” data (see Table 2) and a fur-

ther analysis was performed. The working hypothesis for

this stage was that the difference between “existing ” and

“desired” situation for the Participative group would be

greater than the Authoritarian group . Expected additionally ,

was that the “Participatory ” Difference scores would be

skewed more to the high end of the scale. A “t” test for

paired data was thus computed (see Table 2). The “existing ”

and “desired” scores for the Authoritarian group were compared

and the difference proved to be significant at the .001 level.

The same analysis was computed for the Participative data; this

was also significant at the .01 level. A third “t” test

between the difference scores (“D”) was computed and also

proved significant at the .05 level.
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The next procedure was a calculation of a “t” test

between “0”  scores for both categories. This yielded a “t”

of 2.749 with df=50 , significant at the .05 level. (Table 2)

However , this significance would seen to indicate a greater

degree of dissatisfaction on the part of those in the

Authoritarian Group , even though their “Desired” level of

management is lower than for the Participative Group. The

“D” score for the Participative Grouo was smaller than the

Authoritarian Group. This would tend to support a conten-

tion that the Participative Group see themselves as partic-

ipative and as functioning closer to the desired opt imum ,

even though the latter is “higher ” than for the Authori-

tarian Group . The Authoritarian Group , on the other hand ,

see themselves as less participative hut in actual ity

desire a more participative situation than exists. Once

again , a readiness seems to exist for a move to more

participative management at all levels.

A further analysis was suggested in a rank ordering o~

the scores based on years of service. (See Table 6.) The

scores were divided at a break point of 14 years. This

break point was suggested by a number of subjective exper-

iences of the researcher over a period of time. It seemed

that those individuals wi th more service appeared to have a

more authoritarian orientation than those with proportion-

ately lesser service. The break point for the division of

years of service at 14 years was mad’~ ~or a number of
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TAB LE 6

RAN K O R D E R I N G  OF DATA BY YEARS OF SERVICE

Yrs. Perceived Desired Yrs. Perceived Desired

29 6.41 7.36 14 5.32 6.59
22 5.50 7.36 14 6.73 7.64
22 6.18 7.32 13.5 5.91 7.36
22 6.09 6.77 13 5.32 6.68
20 5.55 6.91 13 4.96 6.09
20 4.77 6.05 13 7.16 7.84
19 5.64 7.18 13 5.73 6.91
19 4.82 5.90 13 6.75 ~.70
18 5.36 6.95 12 5.55 7.23
18 5.18 6.77 12 5.27 6.68
18 4.64 7.41 12 4.68 7.09
18 5.36 7.16 11 5.32 6.34
18 5.36 6.50 11 5.64 7.09
18 4.77 5.40 11 5.95 7.18
17 5.32 7.59 9 5.00 6.82
17 4.63 7.41 9 4.98 6.75
17 4.64 4.68 8.5 5.45 7.00
17 4.41 6.41 8 4.77 6.32

~~=94.63 121.13 
~~~

N— 18 18 5.61 6.66
— 

7 6.05 7.14

~—5 26 6 73 7 5.59 6.82
— 

6.5 4.59 6.95

o-~~ .55 .76

5.5 5.18 7.09
2 4.91 7.00
1 4.41 6.82

~~=l58.45 201.45

N=29 29

5~=s.46 6.95

o = .67 .31

t tests

Desired vs. Desired Existing vs. Existing
t=1.138 t=1.08
df=45 df=45

Not Significant Not Significant

— 35—
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reasons. One, there was an obvious three year gap between

14 and 17 years  of service. Secondly , the 14 year point is

very roughly the start of the Viet Nan Era , which has

produced a riarkerilv different type o~ individual , more will-

ing to question the “status quo” . Thus , it was felt that

these two ciroups should have a di~~ erence in existing and

desired management scores. As it developed , no si~ nificant

difference between year grouPs could be determined. “t ” =

1.08; d f= 4 5 .  Ne i ther  was the same comnar i son  for  the two

categories of “des i red”  scores ~ ic~n i f i c an t .  (t 1.l38; d f = 4 5 . )

Thus , no d~~~fererice between year  c rouos could be substant i -

ated.

At this ~point ,an addi t ional  d i s ü lav  of subgroup data

is in order (see Table 7 ) .  Several c a l c u l a t i o n s  were based

upon the data displayed in Table .,  so it is of some -

special significance.

Analyses were run on a variety of subgroups to deter-

mine if comparisons among the latter would result in sta-

tistica l significance. Based on the new cha in  of command in

the larger units , an analysis was run between the o~~ icors

in the overhead positions , i.e., the Chiefs of Security Police

(CSPs )  and the Opera t ions  O f f i c e r s , and those serving as

Officer Shift Supervisors 055’s) on Fliciht duty . “t” tests

were run comparing “ e x i s t i n g” and “ d e s i r e d ”  scores in both

cateqor ies  cif  o f f i c e r s .  (See Table  9 .)  Ne i the r  comparison

was ~~gnificant. (t~ 1.62 ; df=16 ‘or “Existing ” vs. “Existing ”

data) (t= .40; dfr-16 for “Desired” vs. “Desired” data.)
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TABLE 0

COMPARISON OF OFFICERS ; FLICIIT VS. OVERHEAD

Overhead Flight

7.16—7.84 5.27—6.68

5.73—6.91 4.41—6.82

6.75—6.70 5.00—6.82

5.55—7.23 4.91—7.00

5.59—6.82 4.68—7.09

4.77—6.05 5.05—6.77

5.95—7.18 6.73—7.64

5.32—6.34 6.05—7.14

5.64—7.09 5.45—7.00

~=5 .83—E .9l ~=5.28—7.00

N=9 N= 9

a - = .68 .57 o-= .68 .27

t tests

Existing vs. Existing Desired vs. Desired

t=1.62 t=.40

df=16 df=l6

Not Significant Not Significant
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TABLE 8

COMPARISON OF OFFICERS ; FLI GHT VS. OVERHEAD

Overhead Flight

7.16—7.84 5.27—6.68

5.73—6.91 4.41—6.92

6.75—6.70 5.00—6.82

5.55—7.23 4.91—7.00

5.59—6.92 4.68—7.09

4.77—6.05 5.05—6.77

5.95—7.18 6.73—7.64

5.32— 6.34 6.05—7.14

5.64—7.09 5.45—7.00

X=5.83—~~.9l ~=5 .28—7.00

N=9 N=9

o = .68 .57 o-= .68 .27

t tests

Existing vs. Existing Desired vs. Desired

t=l.62 t=.40

df=l6 df=l6

Not Significant Not Significant

— 38—
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Non—Commissioned Officers (NCOs) were compared , also ,

by d iv id ing  the group into the two major  special t ies exis-

t ing in Secur i ty  Police - Law Enforcement  and Securi ty .

Based on the different demands of the jobs they represent ,

it was hypotheci:ed that the NCOs in Security would tend to

be more authoritarian and d i f f e r  si qni~~icant 1y from the

Law Enforcement NCOs who would tend to be more participa-

tive. As is evident from the data , the mean score for the

perceived score in both cases is identical. The desired

scores differ by only .06. The differences appear to be

meaningless and when “t” was calculated for the “existinc~”

data, the result was 0. The desired data yielded a

t = .257; df~ 27. Once again , not significant . (See Table 9.)

Logically, the next step was to compare officers and

NCOs overall. This was done and a non—significant “t” of

1.44 with df of 45 resulted for “existing ” data and “t” of

.691 with df of 45 ~or “desired” data , also not significant.

A further analysis was explored to eliminate the

mid—range. Chiefs of Security Police were compared with

Law Enforcement Flight Chiefs and Security Flight Chiefs

(see Table 11). These were the extremes of the management

chain — top and bottom level. Calculations I and II

between “existing ” scores for CSPs and Law Enforcement and

CSPs and Security both indicated a significant difference.

However , the “desired” scores analyses resulted in no signi-

ficant differences.

Table 12 displays the “desired” situation in order ,

NCOIC’s through Law Enforcement Fli ghts.



~~~~~~~~~~~ —

TABLE 9

COMPARISON OF NCO’S BY SPECIALTY

Security Law Enforcement

5.91—7.36 5.41—7.80

5.18—6.77 5.36—6.95

6.09—6.77 5.32—7.59

4.64—7.41 5.32—6.68

6.18—7.32 4.86—6.09

4.41—6.41 5.36—7.16

4.63—7.41 5.32—6.59

5.36— 6.50 5.50—7.36

4 .82—5.9’) 4.77—6.32

5.61—6.61 5.64—7.18

~=5.28—6.~~5 
5.90—7.30

5.18—7.09
N=lO 4.98—6.75

o-= .62 .49 6.41—7.36

5.55—6.91

5.36—7.41

4. 59—6. 95

4. 77—5. 4C

4.64—4.68

.28—6.79

N= 19

o. = .43  .71

t tests

Existing vs. Existing Desired vs. Desired

t=O t= .257

Not Significant df=27

Not Significant
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TABLE 10

OFFICER AND NCO DATA RANFED BY YEARS OF SERVICE

Yrs Perceived Desired Yrs Perceived Desired

20 4.77 6.05 29 6.41 7.36
14 6.73 7.64 22 5.50 7.36
13 7.16 7.84 22 6.18 7.32
13 5.73 6.91 22 6.09 6.77
13 6.75 6.70 20 5.55 6.91
12 5.55 7.23 19 5.64 7.19
12 5.27 6.68 19 4.82 5.90
12 4.68 7.09 18 5.36 6.95
11 5 .32 6.34 18 5.18 6.77
11 5.64 7.09 18 4.64 7.41
11 5.95 7.18 18 5.36 7.16

9 5 .00 6 .82  18 5.36 6 .50
8.5  5 . 4 5  7 .00  18 4 . 7 7  5 . 4 0
7 6.05 7.14 17 5.32 7.59
7 5.59 6 . 8 2  17 4 . 6 3  7 .41
6 5.05 6.77 17 4.64 4.68
2 4 .91  7 .00  17 4 . 4 1  6 .41
1 4.41 6.82 14 5.32 6.59

13.5 5.91 7.36
X=5.56 6.95 13 5.32 6.68
N=l8 13 4.86 6.09
o =  .70 .34 9 4.98 6.75

8 4.77 6.32
8 5.36 7.41
7.5 5.90 7.3 0
7 5.61 6.61
6.5 4.59 6.95
6 .5  5 .41  7.18
5.5 5.10 7 .09

X=5 .28 =6.81
N= 29

0 =  .51 .98

“t” Tests

Existing vs. Existing Desired vs. Desired
t = 1.439 t = .691

df = 45 df = 45
Not Significant Not Significant

—41—
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4 TABLE 11

COMPARISON OF CHIEFS OF SECURITY POLICE & FLIGHT CHIEFS

L.E. Security
CSPs Flight Chiefs Flight Chiefs

Perceived—Desired Perceived—Desired Perceived- Desired

X = 6.10 7.00 X = 5.19 6.75 X = 5.25 6.87
o•= .72 .51 o =  .43 .71 o- = .62 .49

— 
I 11

Perceived CSP v. L.E. Perceived CSP v. Secur i ty
Flight Ch ief Flight Chiefs

t = 2.44 t = 4 . 7 8
df = 22 df = 13

S i g n i f i c a n t  ~‘.05 Significant @.01

I I I  IV
Desired CSP v. L.E. Desired CSP v. Secu r i t y

Flight Chief Flight C h i e f s

t = .820  t = .422
df = 22 df = 13

Not Si gnif icant Not Significan t

TABLE 12

DESIRE D SITUATION

NCOICs 7.14
Chiefs Security Police 7.00
Officer Shift Supervisor 6.96
Security Fli ghts 6.87
Operations Officers 6.86
Law Enforcement Flights 6.75
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The basic hypothesis of participative management

style resulting in significantly improved effectiveness

was not supported by the study . One ma jo r  l imi ta t ion  of

the study appeared to be the transparent questionnaire .

Several supervisors, responding to the survey, gave a

response tha t  they f e l t  the author  wanted . Thus , ra ther

than an accurate picture of their management s ty le, an ar ti-

ficial situation was depicted. One concrete examp le con-

cerned a Master Sergeant who scored 6.09 on “Existing ” data ,

well up in the participative group . In an informal inter-

view after the test, he indicated that he felt that the

whole human relations approach and participative management

awas a lot of bunk” . The only way to motIvate a man was

through “ fea r”. If a man was afraid of doing a poor job

because of the consequences that would result , then all

was well. He stated “Fear was the greatest motivator in

the world.”

Another individual , a Technical Sergeant, displayed

a similar attitude . He stated that he hit a new man on

his flight “hard and fast.” “Burn him once early and he’ll

make a good worker.” Yet , this individual scored 5.64
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on “Existing ” data; once again , well up into the partici-

pative group. This would tend to throw into question the

validity ~f the questionnaire results. The indication is

that  the sub jec t s  were “ tes t  wise ” ; they have been subjected

to so many survey instruments that they tend to reed back

“good responses ” rather than true ones

A~’other , related explanation is that the amount of

management t r a i n i n g  that  has been adminis tered  in recent

years at all level~s has resulted in an unders t and ing ( i f

not an implementation ) of management concepts. This combined

with the above postulated test—wise approach could have

substantially undermined the Ouestionnaire ’s validity.

Of the original 19 indicators , only “Letters o~

Appreciation ” could be considered a positive indicator.

This s i t u a t i o n  e x e m p l i f i e s  a l o n g — s t a n d i n g  t r a d i t i o n  in

the m i l i t a ry , and makes an overal l  s ta tement  about manage—

rnezit techniques. The management  process is c~~sentia1 1y

negative . Almost no positive reenforcement is recorded.

This does not necessarily mean that no positive reenforce-

ment exists , but it is far out-weighed by the negative .

Even Letters of Appreciation are extraneous , in that the

vast m a j o r i t y  of them came from outs ide  the o r g a n i z a t i o n

being examined , not from i n t e r n a l  sources.  If  one merely

uses the recorded data on a unit , it would seem that the

majority of the time and effort of the supervisors is devoted

toto handling the problems and infractions committed by a

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
_ _ _ _ _ _
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small number of i n d i v i d u a l s .  Little time appears to be

devoted to the silent majority who attempt to do their job

well , and as a consequence , receive very little recogni-

tion of support from supervisors. The process appears to

be self—defeating with  more and more e f f o r t  put into

problem ” airmen and not enough into the productive individ-

ual who carries two burdens —— his own and that of the

poor performer

It was the case, that the means ~or the “Desired”

scores were lower for  the A u t h o r i t a r i a n  group than  the

Participative group. However , these scores were signifi-

cantly higher than “Existing ” scores ~or both groups . It

could be proposed that the Authoritarian group (although

they saw their situation as Tending toward Authoritarian

end of the continuum) would still prefer to manage in a

more particinative manner. Something, however , holds them

back —— possibly a hesitancy to try new methods or techni-

ques; reluctance to step off in to  the unknown to r e l i n q u i s h

some of the au thor i ty  they have earned by going through

the system. All  of th i s  would seem to indicate a potential ,

even a readiness , of the Authoritarian cTroup, as well as

the Participative group, to function in a more partici-

pative manner , if sufficient training and support were to

be provided

Conversely, the “I)” mean for the Participative
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supervisors was smaller than that for the Authoritarians.

Thus, the foriners ’ style of management , as they perceived

it , was much closer to their desired situation. Thus, the

Participative rroup tended more to practice a style of

management with which they were comfortable than the Autho-

ritarian group. The key point appears to be the readiness

factor. If , as it seems , the Authoritarian group is ready

to explore the participative style , then great strides can

be made in the near future.

Of the several further analyses run , several interes-

t ing facts surfaced. The “t” test between the officers

in overhead posi t ions vs. those in Flight , i.e., Shift

Supervisor positior .s proved not to be significant. This

would seem to indicate that the rank , not the position ,

would be related to management style. That is , due to the

greater educational level and training, most officers would

tend to be closely related on management styles , irrespec-

tive of the positions they occupy .

In the case of the comparison of the NCOs in Security

and Law r’.nforcernent , once again this would tend to indicate

that the style is dependent on the rank and l evel rather than

the job performed. See Table 11 based on the “t” test not

being significant.

The results of the “t” test, comparing officers and

NC~~ o’~~ra1l showing no significance , would seem to be con—

ti to a main point of the thesis. That is, wi th  addi t ional

managerrs~nt training, exposure to various methods , the individual
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manager would tend toward the participative style of

management. It would therefore follow that officers should

be significantly more participative than NCOs. Although

the mean scores are located more toward the Participative

end for officers than NCOs , there is not enough of a dif-

ference to be significant. Possibly, this could be due to

the large number of scores in the middle ranges , providing

little possibility for significant outcomes with a small

UNU (See Tables 12 and 9.)

The final statistical analysis, a “t” test between

CSPs and Law Enforcement Flight Chief s and Securi ty  Flight

Chiefs, both proved to be significant. The combination of

these events tend to show that while the CSPs perceive the

management situation as more towards the Participative end

at their level, the Flight Chiefs see it significantly more

slanted to the Authoritarian end. Another interesting

point is that all three groups desire much the same s tyle of

management. There is no significant difference in their

mean scores. This would tend to indicate that although the

situation , as it exists , is interpreted much d i f f e r e n t l y ,

all three groups are remarkably close on what they see as a

desirable management style.

Due to time constraints , a very important step in

the index validation process had to be eliminated. This was

an item analysis for internal validity of the survey itself.

Each of the 22 possible responses should have been compared



o the ever~~11. ~;c~ re to se~ 
j f  t he  i n’fl v idual  i tem

~ !‘~(1 icted the litter. T F tb is rn~al ysis had been

pcr’orm (i , it i’; possible that a sharper r1if~ erentiation

between cateqori ( $; of the in~ euendrnt variable m i g h t  have

resul tr~~~ , de sp i t~~ the questionnaire ’s dcba1-able validi ty.

Connc~ uent to t h i s , the s t a t ist i c a l  a n a l y s i s  between various

suheroups might havu~ been more meaningful. The elimination

of poor i tems f r o m  the  s u r v e y  mig h t  a lso  have el im i n a t e d  the

bunchi ng of the scores ~i round the mean.

coNcLus ION

Is has been mentioned , there was an extreme limi-

tation o~ this study. Due to the restructuring of the

security Police Chain of Command , many potenti al respon-

dents were eliminated from the sample. The low “N”

weakened many of the analyses. If the line of questioning

opened in this study is to he seen through to a leqiti—

mate conclusion , then the research would have to be expan-

ded greatly. The Air Force could possibly benefit by

a dm i n i s t e r i n g a s im i lar , hut upgraded questionnaire to a

larger “N” . It is obvious , even from this small sample ,

that the supervisors , whether they fit into the category

of Tend i ng toward Authoritarian , or that of Tending toward

Participative , all exhi!it a stronq trend toward a “Desired”

situation more participative than currently exists. All

of this clearly indicates a readiness on the part of the

majority of the supervisors to attempt a more Participative
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style of management , although there appears to be a

reluctance and confusion on the part of some supervisors .

1 .Niederhoffer , in Beh ind  The Shield , describes a

situation that closely parallels what is happening in the

Air Force Security Police today, and is indicated by the

results of the study at hand. Niederhoffer introduces

Emile t)urkheim ’s term “anomie ” to the police management

vocabulary . Anomie is defined as “a morbid condition of

society characterized by the absence of s tandards , by

apathy , confusion , frustration , alienation and despair. ”2

While the situation is not quite that drastic , it bears

exploring . As Neiderhoffer describes the conditions under

which anomie occurs , the parallel becomes more evident.

“Anomie occurs particularly when the old va lues  of a social

system are being supplanted by a new code .”3 This is par-

t icular ly true in Air Force management techniques today.

As some middle to higher—ranking officers attempt to insti-

tute a human relations approach , or more involvement in

decision mak ing ,  there is an opposing reaction on the part

of others in the Security Police , i.e., “The authoritarian

approach has worked in the past , so it will continue to work

in the present and the future .” As a result , the lower—

ranking airman feels uncertain of his position based on the

1Arthur Nieclerhoffer, Rchi~~d The r~l~~: Thr Police in
Urban Society (Garden City , N . Y .  : .r.cr~~ r ~ ‘ e:.s , l’~69) p. 95.

3Ibid., p. 96.
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con flict in the unper echelons of h~ s organization. This

was evident from informal interviews in the five units

v i si ted and on the author ’s past experience .

This concept can possibly he linked to the measure

of dissatisfaction evident in all the  m ean  scores. Al l

groups indicated a preference for a more narticipritive style.

Po~:ever , in interviews , th i s  was not  the case. This  con—

~usion as to what is the “best” s tyle of management  possibly

has led to the skewing of all of the results to the high

end of the scale.

If there is to be an impact on the younger airman

ccm ina into the servicr from a society that is more oriented

to me~~t in q  human needs , then a change will, have to be made ——

rot merely ~ay inq lip service to a concept , but an actual

in volvement and commitment to change.

1~s a conc lud ing  s ta tement, the Air  Force could

derive a good deal of benefit in pursuing this line of

research . However , a major modification in the design needs

to be made . Rather than administering a questionnaire ,

structured interviews might provide a more valid measurement

of the Independent Variable. From these interviews , a deter-

mination of managemen t category could be made more accurately .

Personal experience and this study ’s findings suggest that

the results prom such an approach would support the research

hypotheses proposed earlier.
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APPENDIX I

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

In accordance with paragraph 30 , AFR 12-35 , the following
information is provided as required by the Privacy Act of 1974.

a. Authority

(1) 10 USC 8012 , Secretary of the Air Force, Powers,
Duties, Delegation by Compensation ; and/or

(2) 5 USC 301, Departmental Regulations; and/or

(3) EO 9397 , 22 Nov 43 , Numbering System for Federal
Accounts Relating to Individua l Persons; and/or

(4) DOD Instruction 1100.13 , 17 Apr 68, Surveys of
Department of Defense Personne’; and/or

(5) AFR 30—23 , 22 Sep 76, Air Force Personnel Survey
Program.

b. Principal purposes. The survey is being conducted to
collect information to be used in research aimed at illuminating
and providing inputs to the solution of problems of interest to
the Air Force and/or DOD.

c. Routine uses. The survey data will be converted to infor-
ination for use in research of management related problems. Results
of the research , based on the data provided , will be included in a
written doctoral dissertation and/or master ’s thesis , and may also
be included in published articles , reports , or texts. Distribution
of the results of the research based on the survey data , whether in
writtc-r form or presented orally, will be unlimited.

d. Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary.

e. No adverse action of any kind may be taken against any
individual who elects not to participate in any part or all of
th is  surve y .
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U.S. AIR FORCE Survey no. 77-98

Please indicate for each item , your op inion , by using the

scale to the rig ht of each question. Do so by placing a check

(y’) on a place on the scale that most closely fits your answer

to a question .

FOR EXAMPLE:

Row much money is I /budgeted for new SP Less than 1/ 2, More thar
vehicles each year? enough I I Vi \7! I enough

F l  1- j 1 1

If you felt that less than adequate money was budgeted you

would place a check at the position indicated by number 1. If on

the other hand you felt that slightly more than adequate money was

budgeted you would place a check at nuber 2.

GO ON TO THE SURVEY.



( .J

1. How mu ch cnnfldmne . do you No Total
pI,

~~
m i f l_ X ’ r N U b ~~ti1flat!!! confidence F—f f F ~4~ f f.H 

cunfi denc i

2. How mu ch cm the t roop. in Not at V.ry
your c~n w c ~rc ’ tn work 7 . ~~~ 

~~~~~~~ f~H much

3. How o f t e n  in y00 se ct out and

~~~~~~~ 
r i r  l i c e oi±nions? Nev .r F—p 

~ f—~---+ i i Always

4 .  How much cir’ you  re ly  on each
of the f ’ l i ~~u in q i’ethodl to
get peoI’ie . r o th~~J~~~!

a) Fear Never 1 1 I I I 
Alw ay s

b) Threats Nev er 
F f } I  f 4 

Always

C) Punishments Never I I I I I J Alwa ys
d) Reward s N.v.r  ___________ 

Alwsys

.) !nvo~~verce nt N.ver 
~ f 

Always

~~. Now much do es Information flow Vary A great
f rom top to b c t t ’ ~r in yc i r  unit? litt l. 

F I I j J
deai

6. How much does in format ion flow Very A great
from botton to to p in your unit ? ~~~~~~ 1 1 i—f -— i deal

7. How is downward communicat ion With W i t h

____________________ 
suspicion 

_________________________ 
acceptance

I. Mow much do the troops want Not at Very
to do a good job ?  all I much

~~. Now do th, troops feel about Couldn ’t Want to
your unit _~~~j .? _______ — cars less 

~~~ 
-
~ 

achieve th em

10. At what lev e l are decisions ~~.tly Shared at
•f fsja~~~ 

th, un it  made? at top F i —f--—~ ~ 
al l  levels

11. Nov muOn are subord inat e s involved Not at Fully
in dec i s i ons  r e l a t e d  t o  the i r  jobs? all t I I I invoi vsdr 1 $ 1

12 . How much deci s ion making
au tho r i t y  dc ou have P lions I I Total

13. How Cuch does the decision making
author i t y contribute to your job A great
•s t i p f s c t  io n ? 

___________ liothing I I I I j  I I deal
r i~~~ I $ 1

14 . How are ‘he goals of th, unit Orders issued Ny group action•stsblisti.ci ? 
__________ at the top I 3 _~ (sacept in a crisis)

l~~. How ru -Pc covert resi stance to goals Litti. Strong
jj .s.nt amo ng th e troops? or none I .1 I I rssistanci

16. How rucic  t i ’~e do you sp.nd in
•dm iniat e r i ng disciplinary A grsst

_________ Non . I ; J dea l

17 . ~~~. t roopi ar. allowe d to gut
sway wi th  too much in this
uni t. Disagree I Agres

1S . D isc ip l ina ry  pro blem. ar e Too Too
handled in your unit leniently 

~ 

I har shly

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ivif orw. t ion.

TearS of Serv ic e 
______ 

Rank _________ — Ars c 111*0 — 511*2 — 
check one )



I

Now , for each item , indicate how you feel the situation

should be , as compared to the way it is. Do this by placing

an “0” at the place on each scale that is closest to the way

you feel it should be.

FOR EXAMPLE:

Row much money is /
budgeted for new SP Less than / More than
vehicles each year? enough V I io i enough

The “0” was placed on the scale to indicate that more money

should be budgeted than actually was indicated by the check .

However not more than enough to do the job.

Thank You for your cooperation in filling out this survey.
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APPUNDIX III
Nov mu ch  c ” n f t i . r ’ -. do you No 1—’ -—

~~~ 
‘~otaj

Pi~~v t ’_~,” .1 ‘ .l’ c - ~ i na tss?  c.,nf1d~ ric. 
F’T 

~
‘ F j 4 f ~fH 

cut ~fj d ence

2.  Nov mu ch d o  th e  troop . it. Not at 1 8 v.rl
your u~~j~_ w ant  ‘ w o r k ?  _ alt 

~ 4 j ~ 
_4 much

1 8
3. Nov ~~f i e n  ‘In ‘, ‘ ‘~c peel out and

ui. .uI” r
~~~

)
~~

.s t -
~~,~~~,jj_

niOf lP7 Never 
~~ I I ~

—I- I I I “~~~“

4. Slow ,,n~ch 1-~ ~~~
- - . r . ly on .ach

of t he fnl ~ - .~ r’~ -.ct hci d u to
~r~~~r’ ,tn t t e  jeb?

a) Fear Waver 

8 ~ i—H A l ways

b) Threats N.vsr
f f j~ f 

A lways

8 1
c) Punishe .nt, Player 

f 
Alway s

d) c.ward. Never i.. ’
~TT’i~j~ 

‘~~~~~~ Alw a~rs

.1 Involvement Never I I I F—I A1W4y5
S. How much deep info rmat ion flow Very 1 8 ~ great

from too to bo t tom in your unit? little 
~ 

j deal

6. Mow much doe. information flow Very 1 8 A qreat
from b et tor to top in your  unit? little 

3 j
deat

7. How is downward communication W ith 1 8 With
accepted? suspicion I i ~ J acceptance

P. 110. ~~~~~ do Ph. troops want Slot at 1 8 very
to do a 11ood job?  511

j } -f 1
much

1 8
~~. Slow do ‘he troops feel Ibout Couldn t , Want to

________ care less 
___________________ 

achieve them

10 ,  xi .‘.t leve l  a re  d .cip tona ~~st1y 1 8 Share-i at
,.r)t ma~ s? 

— 
at top ______________________ all levels

11. Nc-v ) ‘ h  are .~~‘-‘r~~ nat,s involved Net at 1 9 Fully
_~~~~~~~~~~~ ,_ r!,~a~~! to their jobs? all I invol.sd

12 . Ncw much dec is ion  m aking  1
s uth o r1 t y t~~ ou h ave ? None i Total

13. How ruc~ do., the decis ion making 1 8
a u t h o r i t y  t - n t r i b u t .  to your j ob A great
•a l )•fac t  io n? 

____________ 
Nothing I I I I j deal

I I •

1 8
14. Now are the goals of th, unit Orders issued By group action

sstabli.hel? 
_____________ at the top 

_________________________ 
(except in a crisis)

15 . How Cuch covert resist ance to goals l.ittl. Itrong
!I.,.EL!..nt among the troops? or non. 4 reetstance

16. How much t i me  do you spend in
sdm ini s te r& ng disciplina ry 8 1 A qr.at
proble ms None f~ I I P 1 dealr r i r  I I I

17 . Ths troops are allowed to got 8 1
sway with too Much in this
un it. Dleagree f Agre.

II . D isc iplinary probleas sF5 Too 8 1 Too
handled in your unit s leniently J f_4 I I I harshly

Please f i l l  ~n the ?nl tc’wIng inf orm at ion .

Years of Berv ice 
______ 

M ank 
__________ ArSC 11150 — $1152 (check on,)


